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Diara Wilson

From: Jessica Meaney
Sent: Monday, January 28, 2008 9:59 AM
To: Jessica Kirchner
Cc: Sofia Lo; Ryan Kuo
Subject: FW: the Draft RTP 2008 and PEIR

 fyi - I will log the entire email in CMS

-----Original Message-----
From: Tony Van Haagen [mailto:tony_van_haagen@dot.ca.gov]
Sent: Friday, January 25, 2008 3:16 PM
To: Naresh Amatya
Cc: Jessica Meaney; David Sosa; edward_humenik; Chao Wei
Subject: the Draft RTP 2008 and PEIR

Naresh,

I have some comments regarding the Draft 2008 RTP and the Draft PEIR.

On Chapter 3-14_Transportation.pdf 3. ( Environmental Setting, Impacts, and Mitigation 
Measures 3.14 Transportation of the PEIR):

(1) Various tables 3.14-2, 3.14-3 etc. refer to the SCAG 2007 Regional Travel Demand Model
for existing (2008) data. The SCAG model has 2003 as base year. The numbers in the tables 
must refer to that base year unless model runs were conducted with SED and network data 
for 2008. If that is the case that should be explicitly stated. In any case the word 
'existing'
should be dropped.

(2) In Tables 3.14-11, 3.14-12, 3.14-13, 3.14-14  there is reference to the base year 
2008. There is no Travel Demand Model base year 2008. There is only a base year 2003.  In 
Table 3.14-11 2035 'No Project' I presume is the same as what is called 'NoBuild' in the 
Transportation Conformity Report.
Consistent terminology should be used throughout the RTP.

(3)  On page 3.14-29 there is a reference to the SCAG.( 2007). 2003 Model Validation 
Summary of the Regional Transportation Model.
I am only aware of the Draft  SCAG 2003 Model Validation Report, dated May 2007. A final 
validation report is still not available. Since May there have been ongoing changes in the
base year model and the final model may be released any time soon according to Guoxiong at
the MTF meeting. last Wednesday. I have attached my comments of June 2007 on that draft 
report and I hope that these and other comments by travel demand modelers will be 
incorporated in the final validation report.

The section on Growth in GROWTH.PDF gives a detailed description of the 4Ds Land Use/ 
Transportation Model analysis. In Table C5 on page 74 the Model Plan VMT for the region is
493,304,163. This number differs greatly from the 2035 Plan VMT for the region in Table 
3.14-11 which is 551.6 million.
How are we to explain this difference?  It is possible that the HDV VMT is excluded. The 
L&MD VMT for the 2035 Plan is given as 499,897,665 on page 22 of CONFORMITY.PDF which 
still differs but not that much. The total Plan VMT in this document is 548,232,112.

On page 72 of GROWTH.PDF there are two tables C3. The second one is presumably table C4. 
On page 73  second column  to the phrase ' , shown in column four' the phrase  'of Table 
C3' should be added. The tables do not have a reference to a particular year. Is it the 
2035 Plan scenario?

The total base year 2003 VMT is 408,641,005, the plan 2008 Plan total is
422,776,953 on page 21 of the Transportation Conformity Report. The 2008 Base Year(?) VMT 
is given as 429.2 million in Table 3.14-11. What do these year 2008 numbers really refer 
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to?

On page 171 of the Draft_2008RTP.pdf  it says that the 4Ds strategies have not been 
incorporated into the 2008 RTP performance results. So I assume that the above VMT totals 
have not been obtained by 4D post processing.

Obviously the various parts of the draft RTP have different authors. Hence we get 
different numbers for the same totals. In the final RTP these differences should not 
appear and a consistent terminology should be used to refer to them.

In the document CONFORMITY.PDF on page 7 there also is a reference to the SCAG 2003 Model 
Validation Report of May 2007.  SCAG notes on that page that at the Modeling Task Force 
meetings regionally significant modeling issues are being discussed. It should be noted 
that no definitive information has been provided yet on the details of the future year 
forecasts. This is in fact hard to do as the Transcad software has been shown to give 
different answers for model runs with exactly the same input.
This problem was discovered in September 2007. Hopefully the new Transcad 5.0 version will
resolve the software issues. Caltrans has not received this version yet from Caliper 
corporation. Once these problems have been resolved Caltrans and other agencies should be 
given the opportunity to run some of the future year scenarios. Only then do we know 
precisely how the model runs were performed. The more experts look at the model the more 
likely it is that problems will be avoided in the future.

Tony Van Haagen
Caltrans, District 7
213 897-1342
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South Coast 
Air Quality Management District 
21865 Copley Drive, Diamond Bar, CA 91765-4182 
(909) 396-2000 • www.aqmd.gov ���

         February 19, 2008 
Ms. Jessica Kirchner 
Southern California Association of Governments 
Environmental Planning Division 
818 West Seventh Street, 12th Floor 
Los Angeles, CA 90017-3435 

Dear Ms. Kirchner: 

Draft 2008 Regional Transportation Plan Program  
Environmental Impact Report (DPEIR) 

(January 2008) 

The South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD) appreciates the 
opportunity to comment on the above-mentioned document.  The following comments 
are meant as guidance for the Lead Agency and should be incorporated in the Final 
Environmental Impact Report. 

Pursuant to Public Resources Code Section 21092.5, please provide the SCAQMD with 
written responses to all comments contained herein prior to the certification of the Final 
Environmental Impact Report.  The SCAQMD would be available to work with the Lead 
Agency to address these issues and any other questions that may arise.  Please call me at 
(909) 396-3054 if you have any questions regarding these comments. 

Sincerely 

Steve Smith., Ph.D. 
Program Supervisor 
Planning, Rule Development & Area Sources 

Attachment 

SS:JK:CB 

LACO80108-05
Control Number 
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Ms. Jessica Kirchner -1- February 19, 2008 

Draft 2008 Regional Transportation Plan Program
Environmental Impact Report (DPEIR) 

1. Construction Greenhouse Gas Emissions:  In Appendix B, the lead agency states 
that construction greenhouse gas emissions were calculated, in part, using the 
URBEMIS2007 model.  The lead agency notes that the URBEMIS2007 model has 
limitations based on project size and does not proportionally adjust the fleet mix for 
large projects.  As a result, the lead agency assumed an average project size of 100 
dwelling units or 250,000 square feet of commercial development.  The average 
project size was then modeled using URBEMIS2007, model defaults were used, and 
then the results were multiplied by the number of average-sized projects expected in 
each county.  Staff was unable to verify the results because the URBEMIS2007 
output reports were not included in Appendix B.  Further, the assumptions regarding 
the number of average-sized projects for each county were also not included.  Further, 
this analysis appears to exclude GHG emissions associated with construction of 
roadway and other transportation improvement projects, which appear to comprise a 
large portion of the 2008 RTP.  The lead agency should provide more detail in the 
final PEIR with regard to the URBEMIS2007 output reports, assumptions used, and 
indicate whether or not construction emissions from roadway improvement projects 
were included in the overall results.

2. In the SCAQMD’s 1/25/08 comment letter on the 2008 RTP from the SCAQMD’s 
Executive Officer to SCAG’s Executive Director, the SCAQMD notes that the 2008 
RTP relies heavily on the benefits of accelerated upgrades to Tier 4 diesel 
locomotives.  While substantial emission reductions can be achieved from Tier 4 
engines, even greater emission reductions of NOx and particulate matter can be 
achieved through rail electrification and other zero emission technologies.  SCAQMD 
staff, therefore, recommends that rail electrification and other zero emission 
technologies be evaluated, either as part of the 2008 RTP or as an alternative.  

Similarly, any projects that include increasing rail capacity should include developing 
more on-dock rail of sorted and unsorted containers at the ports.  The SCAQMD is 
concerned about locating new rail yards in existing residential communities.  
Therefore, unsorted containers should be taken to new rail yards outside of the region 
in areas where there are no residential communities.  SCAQMD staff recommends 
that these concepts either be evaluated, either as part of the 2008 RTP or as an 
alternative. 

Health Risk Assessment

The following comments are based on information provided in the draft PEIR.  
SCAQMD staff requested additional information to clarify specific components of the 
analysis, but did not receive the requested information before the end of the public 
comment period. 
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Ms. Jessica Kirchner -2- February 19, 2008 

3. In Appendix B, the lead agency identifies the limitations of preparing a health risk 
assessment for such an extensive freeway system with a horizon year of 2035.  The 
health risk assessment, therefore, appears to be designed similar to a CO hot spots 
analysis where CO concentrations are estimated at the most impacted intersections for 
the existing setting, initial implementation year and a future date where traffic 
patterns have stabilized.  Specifically, the lead agency chose a freeway segment in 
each county within its jurisdiction based on the highest traffic volumes.  There are 
several potential problems with this approach as explained in the following 
paragraphs.     

First, although the freeway segments modeled were those experiencing the highest 
traffic levels, it is not clear if they represent the highest cancer risk.  Other factors that 
influence risk include meteorology and distance to the nearest receptors.  It is not 
clear if these factors were taken into consideration. 

Second, it appears that the analysis assumed that the freeways would maintain the 
current configurations, e.g., width.  A number of recent roadway and freeway 
improvement projects include road widening, which brings the roadways and, 
therefore, traffic closer to receptors.  It is assumed that future roadway improvement 
projects would also include widening the roadways through adding additional lanes.  
As a result, the distance to the potential receptors would be reduced, thus, potentially 
increasing cancer risk. 

Further, the RTP, as a comprehensive transportation program, also includes rail 
transport systems, high speed regional transport (HSRT) and the Compass Blueprint 
Growth Vision that lays out principles that seek to integrate land use and 
transportation with the goals of accommodating an expected six million additional 
residences by 2035.  The health risk assessment does not appear to assess health risks 
from these components.  As indicated in the SCAQMD’s 1/25/08 comment letter on 
the 2008 RTP to SCAG’s Executive Director, although the 2008 RTP calls for 
deployment of U.S. EPA Tier 4 locomotives in the region, the proposed standards 
would not occur until after 2015 and they do not require railroad operators to replace 
existing locomotives.  

Similarly, to the extent that the Compass two percent development occurs in areas 
disproportionately close to diesel emission sources, including diesel locomotives, 
adverse health impacts may result.   

It is unclear that the health risk assessment has addressed the above issues.  
SCAQMD staff requests that the above elements be analyzed and mitigated to the 
maximum extent feasible. 

4. It is not clear how the emission factors used in the health risk assessment were 
developed.  It appears that BURDEN emission factors from EMFAC2007 were used, 
since the screening risk assessment text states that the emissions were divided by 
VMT.  BURDEN generates three emission factors (run, idle and start) for each 
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Ms. Jessica Kirchner -3- February 19, 2008 

pollutant.  The text in the Screening Risk Assessment of Sample Selected Projects 
Included in the Southern California Association of Governments’ Draft 2008 
Regional Transportation Plan (text) states that starting idling emission factors were 
not included, which implies that EMFAC emission factors were used instead of 
BURDEN.  Detailed documentation should be provided that specifically states which 
emission module of EMFAC2007 was used (BURDEN or EMFAC).  The 
documentation should state specifically which emission factors were used (run, idle, 
start for BURDEN; running exhaust, hot soak, etc. for EMFAC).   

Since adequate documentation was not provided, the emission factors could not be 
verified.  An example EMFAC2007 output and description of which emission factors 
where used from the output should be included in the documentation for the Final 
PEIR. 

5. The emission rates in the air dispersion model were adjusted for time of day 
variations in the traffic volume in the air dispersion model.  It is not clear if this was 
appropriate.

BURDEN generates daily average emission factors.  Multiplying the BURDEN 
emission factors by the daily average traffic volume generates daily average emission 
rates.  If BURDEN emission factors were used, adjustment for time of day variations 
in traffic volume would not be appropriate. 

EMFAC generates speed rated emission factors (i.e., emission factors are generated 
for a specific vehicle speed).  Traffic volume is typically inversely proportional to 
vehicle speed.  If EMFAC emission factors were used, then the emission factors 
should change with traffic volume to reflect the reduction in speed.  If speed rated 
EMFAC emission factors were used, documentation for the Final PEIR should 
demonstrate that the adjustment for time of day variations in traffic volume were 
appropriate.  If BURDEN emission factors were used, then the adjustment for time of 
day variations in traffic volume are not appropriate and the air dispersion modeling 
should be revised in the final PEIR and appropriate documentation provided. 

6. It is not clear from the text which specific EMFAC2007 categories (LDT1, LDT2, 
MDV, HHDT, etc.) were used with which specific MOBILE6 categories.  An 
example of how the emission factors from EMFAC2007 and MOBILE6 emission 
factors for toxics were developed that shows how the categories were matched should 
be included with the documentation for the Final PEIR. 

7. The text states that carcinogenic pollutant emissions for each modeling each 
modeling analysis were converted to equivalent units of cancer risk and distributed 
uniformly over each area source.  This could not be verified.  The CONCUNIT 
parameter is listed as 1,000,000 (GRAMS/SEC) with an output in 
(MICROGRAMS/CUBIC-METER) in the air dispersion input file.  Table 4 Fleet-
wide Composite Risk Emission Factor for 2035 Baseline I-405 NB Mixed-Use Link 
presents a risk emission factor of 2.61E-6 g-risk/mi-ug/m3.  Since the emission rate in 
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Ms. Jessica Kirchner -4- February 19, 2008 

ISCST3 is in units per time, there is a time factor that prevents verification of the 
emission rates.  The Final PEIR should document how the exact emission rate input 
into the air dispersion model was developed. 

8. The text states that the SCAQMD 1981 meteorological files were used.  The 
meteorological file for Los Alamitos listed in the input file is LOSALAMS.ASC.  
The SCAQMD met file is named LOSALAM.ASC.  Because of the name difference 
it is not clear if SCAQMD 1981 meteorological files were used. 

9. Review of the modeling analysis indicates that the missing data processing routine 
was used.  The SCAQMD recommends for typical dispersion modeling within the 
SCAQMD’s jurisdiction that the missing data processing routine parameter should 
not be used.

10. Review of the modeling analysis indicates that the WINDCATS parameters were 
used.  The SCAQMD recommends for typical dispersion modeling within the 
SCAQMD’s jurisdiction that the WINDCATS parameters should not be used. 

11. A summary of the highest concentrations and health risk for valid receptors for each 
run was not completed.  Some of the receptors appear to overlap the area sources.  
Also it is not clear which receptors are residential.  A summary of the highest 
concentrations and health risk for valid receptors for each air dispersion run should be 
included in the documentation for the Final PEIR. 

12. It is not clear why only health risks to residential receptors reported.  Worker health 
risk should also be reported in the Final PEIR.  

13. It is unclear what is represented by Table 6 “Increased Cancer Risk at Maximum 
Exposed Residence from Vehicle Operation by Planning Scenario and Freeway 
Corridor.”  Typically, there is no increased cancer risk from the existing setting, but a 
total existing cancer risk.  It is unclear what increased cancer risk from the existing 
setting means (i.e., the 2008 existing setting).  Typically the health risk from the 
project at the existing setting would be zero.  So, it appears that the total health risk is 
reported in Table 6 and should be labeled as such. 

Based on the title, it appears that the incremental health risk from the 2035 scenarios 
is the difference between the 2035 scenarios and the 2008 existing setting.  However, 
since the existing setting health risk appears to be total health risk, it is possible that 
the 2035 health risks in Table 6 are also total health risk instead of incremental cancer 
risk as stated in the title.  If this assertion is correct, Table 6 should be corrected in the 
Final PEIR to identify which cancer health risks are total health risks and which are 
incremental health risks.  It would be even clearer if a table with total health risk from 
the existing setting and each project scenario is presented and a second table is 
included that presents the incremental increase or decrease in health risk from the 
proposed project compared to the existing setting. 
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Ms. Jessica Kirchner -5- February 19, 2008 

14. The DPEIR compares the health risk values of the future planning scenarios, but does 
not provide a discussion on why the health risk values vary between the planning 
scenarios.  There should be a sufficiently detailed discussion in the Final PEIR 
regarding what contributes to the differences in the future planning scenarios that 
would lead to different traffic volumes, which would cause increased health risk.  The 
discussion should describe which scenario better achieves the project objectives and 
benefits in each future planning scenario.  The additional detail should be added, 
since it is possible that a scenario may generate benefits that could cause decision 
makers to choose it over another scenario with less health risks that does not achieve 
as many benefits.  As presented, the analysis does not provide enough information for 
the public to determine how each alternative’s parameters contribute or reduce health 
risk in relation to the parameters in the other alternatives. 

15. Conformity: The conformity determination includes projects that do not show 
full funding.  According to federal guidelines, all projects included in the conformity 
analysis must show reasonable funding for the duration of the project life, i.e. 
Caltrans Rte. 5 HOV/Truck lanes project which has approx. $500,000 of committed 
funding – this is a $400 billion project; High Desert Corridor Toll Project has been 
identified as requiring a joint public/private partnership, needing some type of 
funding commitments.  If the RTP is not accepted and subsequently approved with 
the above types of projects modeled, is there a contingency plan with alternative 
projects which can be funded with the current funding sources that are committed and 
available? 

16. Project Specific Analysis:  The SCAQMD understands that the level of detail of the 
analysis in a program EIR is not as great as the level of detail of the project-specific 
analysis for the projects that follow.  Therefore, The SCAQMD looks forward to 
reviewing the CEQA documents for the individual projects that comprise the 2008 
RTP.
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Diara Wilson

From: Bodenchak, John [JBODENCHAK@dpw.lacounty.gov]
Sent: Tuesday, February 05, 2008 5:36 PM
To: Jessica Kirchner
Cc: Hamamoto, Bruce
Subject: Draft 2008 RTP PEIR
Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status: Completed

Page 1 of 1Draft 2008 RTP PEIR

4/10/2008

Dear Ms. Kirchner:

The Los Angeles County Flood Control District has the following comments on the draft 2008 
Regional Transportation Plan Program EIR.

Page 3.15-9
(page 573 in the pdf)
Major cities include Acton, Santa Clarita, Fillmore, Santa Paula, venture, and Oxnard.”
Acton is not a city, it is an unincorporated community of Los Angeles County.  “Venture” should 
be “Ventura.”

Page 3.15-30
(page 594 in the pdf)
There is no single “Santa Clarita Water Reclamation Plant.”  Two water reclamation plants are 
located in Santa Clarita: the Saugus WRP and the Valencia WRP.

If you have any questions please feel free to call me at (626) 458-4370.

Thank you,

John Bodenchak
Watershed Management Division
LA County Department of Public Works
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Diara Wilson

From: Darren Hill [dhill@soboba-nsn.gov]
Sent: Thursday, January 10, 2008 2:39 PM
To: Jessica Kirchner
Subject: Draft Program Environmental Impact Report for the 2008 Regional Transportation Plan

Page 1 of 1

4/10/2008

Hello Jessica,
My name is Darren Hill; I work for the Soboba Band of Luiseno Indians in the Cultural Resources Department.  I 
have received the information on the draft 2008 Regional transportation plan the comments that Soboba has are 
the cultural resources that any construction that might be disturbed, and want to participate in helping preserve 
the cultural resources.  We want to see all the archeological research records, and if construction near site we will 
want a Native American Monitor to be present during construction ad if there are any unanticipated finds we 
would want to be notified immediately.  If there are any questions please contact me at dhill@soboba-nsn.gov or 
my cell (951) 663-5279.
Sincerely Darren Hill
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Rivers and Mountains Conservancy · El Encanto · 100 N. Old San Gabriel Canyon Road · Azusa, CA  
91702  

Phone: (626) 815-1019  Fax: (626) 815-1269  E-mail: bfaustinos@rmc.ca.gov
www.rmc.ca.gov 

Governing Board of the 
Conservancy 

Dan Arrighi, Chair 
Central Basin Water Association  

Frank Colonna, Vice Chair 
Environmental Public Member

Linda Adams 
Secretary 
California Environmental Protection 
Agency

Denis Bertone 
San Gabriel Valley Council of 
Governments 

Mike Chrisman 
Secretary for Resources 
Resources Agency 

David De Jesus 
San Gabriel Valley Water Association 

Michael C. Genest 
Director 
Department of Finance 

Dean Grose 
Orange County Division of the League of 
California Cities 

Enid Joffe 
San Gabriel Valley Council of 
Governments 

Gloria Molina 
Los Angeles County Board of Supervisors 

Patrick O’Donnell 
City of Long Beach 

Ed Wilson 
Gateway Cities Council of Governments 

Vacant 
Orange County Division of the League of 
California Cities 

Ex Officio Members
Ruth Coleman 
Director 
Department of Parks and Recreation 

John Donnelly 
Executive Director 
Wildlife Conservation Board 

Colonel Thomas H. Magness 
District Engineer, Los Angeles District 
US Army Corps of Engineers 

Bryan Speegle 
Orange County Executive Office 

Thomas M. Stetson 
San Gabriel River Water Master 

Bernie Weingardt 
Angeles National Forest 
US Forest Service 

Donald Wolfe 
LA County Public Works 

Executive Officer
Belinda Faustinos 

     February 19, 2008  

Ms. Jessica Meaney 
Southern California Association of Governments 
818 W. Seventh Street, 12th floor 
Los Angeles, CA 90017 

RE:  RTP PEIR  

Dear Ms. Kirchner: 

The Rivers and Mountains Conservancy is grateful of the opportunity to 
provide comments on the Regional Transportation Plan PEIR.  

The San Gabriel and Lower Los Angeles Rivers and Mountains 
Conservancy, or Rivers and Mountains Conservancy (RMC) was created 
in 1999 to preserve urban open space and habitat for the enjoyment of, 
and appreciation by, present and future generations.  The goals of the 
RMC are described Common Ground, the Conservancy’s Watershed and 
Open Space Plan.  The Plan presents a simple vision for the future: 
restore balance between natural and human systems in the watersheds.
The centerpiece of the Plan is a series of Guiding Principles that cities, 
federal, state and local agencies, communities, groups and individuals 
can use to plan future open space, water resource, and habitat projects.  
Further information on the RMC is available at our website, 
www.rmc.ca.gov.

Because a portion of the RMC territory is within the Plan area, the RMC 
would like to submit the following comments: 

Mitigation measures MM BIO-26 thru MM BIO-29 provide insufficient 
direction to RTP project proponents to mitigate for potential impacts to 
wildlife corridors. Wildlife corridors require complex analysis of both local 
and regional biodiversity values for each species that may be impacted. 
The draft measures listed in the Draft RTP PEIR do not address the 
potential for cumulative impacts that could result from a limited analysis 
on a project by project basis. We suggest that the RTP PEIR provide 
direction that project proponents reference a wildlife corridor authority 
with sufficient knowledge both regional and local wildlife corridors. SCAG 
should undertake to act as or assign a monitor to assess the cumulative 
impacts of the RPT over the full course of its implementation. 
Organizations such as the South Coast Wildlands Project have 
participated in the development of the RTP and should be considered as 
a resource for implementation of the Plan. 
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Dear Ms. Kirchner 
February 13, 2008
Page 2 

MM BIO-27 directs project proponents to provide wildlife crossings/access at locations useful and 
appropriate for the species of concern. The terms “useful” and “appropriate” are too vague. 
Crossings need to be designed based on proven standards if they are to successfully mitigate for 
the impacts on species movement. Likewise, MM BIO 29 should reference a standard for wildlife 
fencing based on proven design for the impacted species. 

The Draft PEIR omits reference to buffers between new or upgraded transportation corridors and 
wildlife corridors. Lighting and noise can severely impact wildlife and buffers should be used to 
avoid and/or minimize impacts. Where projects will be located in or adjacent to habitat areas, 
vegetation for buffers should be appropriate to the adjacent vegetation association and plants 
should be sourced from locally propagated to protect the genetic integrity of the project landscape. 

MM BIO-39 through 42 directs project proponents to preserve, avoid or replace and restore 
wetlands. These mitigation measure need to clearly specify what constitutes “specific vegetation 
that is not to be removed shall be so marked during construction” this vegetation should include 
both riparian and wetland vegetation. In addition minimizations measures to avoid removal of 
riparian vegetation were not included; further specific direction should be given to the project 
proponent on developing minimization measures. “Ratios to ensure no net loss” of wetlands; ratios 
for replacing wetlands should be clearly stated in order to determine and ensure no net loss of 
wetlands; although regulatory agencies have established ratios for replacement of wetlands, SCAG 
should develop ratios for their project proponents in order to ensure the replacement of wetlands 
occurs at an appropriate level.    

Correction to Table 3.3-1: Natural Wetlands: This table indicates only 6 acres of wetland have 
been protected.  The table needs to represent the correct amount of protected wetlands. Recently 
the Los Cerritos Wetlands Authority purchased 68 acres for the protection of wetlands. 

With regard to the impacts of the Plan on recreation resources, the RMC would like to see that 
project proponents, as part of their planning, be directed to consult with agencies and 
organizations with active open space work plans. The RMC continues to plan and fund recreation 
opportunities in its territory and, in the course of this pursuit, works with many cooperating 
agencies with similar agendas to leverage opportunities.  Multi-use trails and integrated runoff 
management are just some examples of how RTP projects can creatively interface with agency 
open space plans. We look forward to a continuing dialog on these opportunities as the Plan 
becomes implemented. 

     Sincerely, 

      

     Belinda V. Faustinos 
     Executive Officer 
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South Coast Wildlands 
           PO Box 291473 
      Los Angeles, CA 90029 
       323.664.1294 
      

Members of the Board 

Dr. Paul Beier 
Northern Arizona University 

George Brooks-Gonyer 
San Diego
Natural History Museum 

Pete Dangermond 
Riverside Land Conservancy 

Ariana Katovich 
Earth Island Institute 

Dr. Esther Rubin 
Conservation Biology Institute 

Lynn Sadler 
Mountain Lion Foundation 

Dr. Wayne Spencer 
Conservation Biology Institute 

Southern California Association of Governments 
818 West Seventh Street, 12th Floor 
Los Angeles, CA 90017 

February 21, 2008 

RE: Comments on 2008 Regional Transporation Plan 

To Whom It May Concern: 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on this plan. I have one comment at this 
point.

I strongly urge you to include the requirement that any proponent of a project 
(transportation, housing, etc.) that may have an impact on a South Coast Missing 
Linkages’ designated wildland linkage, or any other wildland linkage, consult with a 
regional linkage authority with proven experience in linkage analysis and 
design. And, this regional linkage authority should have the ability and power to 
assess impacts and determine whether a proposed project is inconsistent with the 
RCP (which, if it is not, should make a transportation proposal ineligible for federal 
transportation dollars). 

Again, thank for your work and this opportunity to comment. 

Sincerely,

Mary Loquvam 

Mary Loquvam 
Executive Director 
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Comments by Western Riverside Council of 
Governments on 

SCAG 2008 Regional Transportation Plan & EIR 

Document: RTP 

Section or Chapter: Executive Summary 

Page: 13 

Comment: Integrated Land Use -  It should be noted that SCAG does not have any land use 
authority and for SCAG’s land use strategies to work greater emphasis needs to be placed on 
educating local officials and the public on the need to change current land use policies. 

Section or Chapter: General Comment 

Page: none 

Comment: The document should point out the need for preservation of existing vacated right of 
ways or acquire land for future transit corridors to avoid the land from being developed in to housing 
or other land uses.  This should carry down to non-motorized corridors and not just for fixed rail or 
bus routes.  (Noted the section on page 203 and recommend that this be moved or stated a second 
time earlier in the document). 

Section or Chapter: General Comment 

Page: 9 & 66. 

Comment: The Minnesota Bridge failure was due to poor engineering and undersized steel plates 
not because of lack of maintenance.   

Section or Chapter: Executive Summary 

Page: 19 

Comment: The allocation of $18 billion for high speed freight train system does not make much 
sense given that that money could be used to implement more and cleaner systems for moving 
freight.  Does the $18 Billion include all the grade separation needed to make current rail lines 
usable for a HSRT system? 
The RTP plan bases a sizable amount of goods movement and transit on electrification of trains and 
other modes of transit yet it does not address the additional power needs to supply all these new 
modes of transportation.  The plan should include a section or comment on anticipated energy 
consumption and new energy facilities planned for construction between now and 2035 to supply 
these future needs. 

Section or Chapter: Chapter 2 

Page: 50 
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Comment: The RTP notes that the region’s population is increasing but the number of households 
are not increasing at a comparable rate.  It is noted that household size is increasing which is 
attributed to cultural aspects but also due to the lack of affordable housing in job rich areas of the 
region.  Yet the RTP proposes under its Policy Growth Forecast to allocate an additional 300,000 
plus population, more than 100,000 households and approximately 60,000 jobs in the areas that can 
not accommodate their current needs let alone an increase above current levels.  It has also been 
the policy with the past two RHNA cycles to allocate more housing, particularly for lower income 
levels, to the inland counties.  If one is to follow the Policy growth forecast then the inland counties 
will be over building housing to meet the RHNA requirements and the coastal counties will have only 
15 years to accommodate the additional 300,000 population increase stated in the Policy Growth 
Forecast.

Section or Chapter: Chapter 2 

Page: 52 

Comment: It is noted that the forecast uses a household size of three persons per household but 
recent data show household size increasing over the last seven years due to cultural background 
and lack of affordable housing.  Would not this trend continue over the RTP planning period? 

Section or Chapter: Chapter 2 

Page: 55 

Comment: It states that the economic well-being of residents in the region improves during the 
planning period.  It does not seem to account for inflation during the planning period which could 
have a large impact on the economy and ultimately job growth in certain sectors.  Over the last 
seven years the region’s increase in income was only 80% required to keep up with inflation.  If you 
factor in the 3.8% annual rate of inflation over the planning period and incomes rising at 2.4% 
(currently) then the impact on incomes for the region will be significant. 

Section or Chapter: Chapter 3 

Page: 80 under item #10 

Comment: Suggest that statement read - SCAG shall support the development of subregional or 
multi-subregional GIS data centers for local jurisdictions to create and maintain GIS data vital for 
SCAG to perform regional analysis at a higher level of accuracy.

Section or Chapter: Chapter 3 

Page: 88 

Comment: The plan states that future development should ‘Ensure access to open space and 
habitat preservation…’  The plan should also call for increasing the amount of open space and 
habitat in the region to help offset the effects of Green House Gases and to create a higher quality of 
life for the region’s residents. 

Section or Chapter: Chapter 3 

Page: 133 
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Comment: In the discussion on population, housing and land use SCAG notes the impact of new 
and expanded infrastructure can have on a community and how growth is distributed.  Cities, 
through the general plan land use elements should encourage the development of higher density 
development around transit nodes like TOD’s.  This would then encourage transportation agencies 
to plan and fund projects near higher density zoned areas and help mitigate the impact of growth on 
a community.  As part of the land use mitigation program TOD’s, infill/refill and mixed use projects 
should be considered as a land use to aid in the efficient use of distributing growth. 

Section or Chapter: Chapter 4 

Page: 145 

Comment: Local development mitigation fees for transportation facilities should be mentioned in this 
section.  Over the next 25 years it is estimated that over $6 billion will be raised in this manner and 
that more growth impact fees for transportation should be investigated for areas throughout the 
region.

Section or Chapter: Chapter 4 

Page: 172 and Exhibits 5.2 & 5.3 

Comment: Under the heading of ‘Mobility Benefits Attributable to the Land-Use Strategies’ the 
document references the Baseline and Policy Growth Forecast Alternatives.  There is also reference 
to a Baseline and Plan Freeway Speed analysis.  If there is a Policy Alternative why is there no 
exhibit for this?

Section or Chapter: General Comment 

Page: N/A 

Comment: Throughout the document SCAG references a number of growth forecasts and 
alternatives.  For example, on page 173 the document references the Policy Growth Alternative and 
then on page 202 the document discusses the using of the Policy Growth Forecast.  It also 
discusses an Envision Alternative based on the Plan Alternative which is part of the Policy Growth 
Forecast.

The document should clearly distinguish between the Base Year, Baseline, Plan, Policy and 
Envision forecasts and alternatives and how each one was developed or what adjustments to 
another forecast or alternative was made to arrive at the next or final forecast or alternative.  A 
separate section should be devoted to how all these growth forecasts and alternatives can be 
differentiated from one another.  It would be very helpful when they are referenced later in the 
document.
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Comments by Western Riverside Council of 
Governments on 

SCAG 2008 Regional Transportation Plan & DEIR

Document: Draft 2008 RTP EIR 3.2 Air Quality. 

Section or Chapter: MM-AQ.3 

Page:

Comment: Apply water or dust suppressant to exposed earth surfaces to control measures.   

Language should be added to say “toxic free” dust suppressant.  Currently, there are a number of 
suppressants that contain toxics that if placed on exposed earth surfaces could leak into ground 
water and cause more harm than good. 

Section or Chapter: MM-AQ-4 

Page:

Comment:  All excavating and grading activities shall cease during second stage smog alerts and 
periods of high winds.

This measure does not address enforcement of the measure. There jurisdictions that do not require 
a grading permit, so they local jurisdiction may not know when grading or excavating is occurring. 

Section or Chapter: MM-AQ.7 

Page:

Comment: Public streets shall be cleaned, swept or scraped at frequent intervals or at least three 
times a week if visible soil material has been carried onto adjacent public roads. 

This measure needs to take into consideration the costs associated with increasing street 
sweepings. This includes increase in equipment, labor, and monitoring of public roads. 

Section or Chapter: MM.AQ.11 

Page:

Comment: Low sulfur or other alternative fuels shall be used in construction equipment where 
feasible.

This measure should include language that if alternative fuel equipment is not available, that the 
equipment meet the California Air Resources Board (CARB)s teir 3 engine standards. 

Section or Chapter: MM.AQ.14 

Page:
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Comment: Revegetate exposed earth surfaces following construction. 

This measure is unclear as to if it would be a requirement of the development or the local 
jurisdictions. In addition, the use of xeroscape plantings should be included. 

Section or Chapter: MM-AQ.15 

Page:

Comment: Project sponsors should, where feasible, implement policies for sustainbalbe airport 
development… 

This measure does not clearly call out who the project sponsors are.  This measure does not 
seem to relate to its Impact 3.2-5. The 2008 RTP would result in increased trips and VMT as 
well as increased growth in the region compared to today, resulting in increases in 
Greenhouse Gas (GHG) emissions. 

Section or Chapter: MM-AQ-16 

Page:

Comment: Project sponsors should, where feasible, implement a green construction policy… 

Again, this measure does not clearly call out who the project sponsors are.  This measure 
does not seem to relate to its Impact 3.2-5. The 2008 RTP would result in increased trips and 
VMT as well as increased growth in the region compared to today, resulting in increases in 
Greenhouse Gas (GHG) emissions.   

 The number in this measure is different.  It contains a (–) instead of a (.). 

Section or Chapter: MM-AQ-17 

Page:

Comment: Local governments should set specific limits on idling time for commercial vehicles, 
including delivery and construction vehicles. 

This measure should say Local governments should “enforce the State’s Anti Idling Law” for 
commercial vehicles, including delivery and construction vehicles. 

 The number in this measure is different.  It contains a (–) instead of a (.).

Document:  Draft 2008 RTP PEIR 3.5 Energy 

Section or Chapter: MM-EN.2 

Page: 3.5-34 

Comment: The Mitigation Measure states that “State and federal lawmakers and regulatory 
agencies should pursue the design of programs to either require or incentivize the expanded 
availability and use of alternative-fuel vehicles to reduce the impact of shifts to petroleum…” 
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Additionally, this Measure should include wording for the expansion of related necessary 
infrastructure (such as alternative fuel fill stations) necessary to increase use of the alternative-fuel 
vehicles.

Section or Chapter: MM-EN 13 

Page: 3.5-36 

Comment: A bullet should be included regarding transmission line improvements and expansion for 
geothermal, solar and wind energy sources.

Section or Chapter: MM-EN 17 

Page: 3.5-37 

Comment: This item should include promoting alternative work options such as telecommuting and 
videoconferencing to reduce work related car trips. 

Section or Chapter: MM-EN 20 

Page: 3.5-38 

Comment: This item should include promoting usage of public transit and worker reduced transit 
passes.

Section or Chapter: MM-EN 20 

Page: 3.5-38 

Comment: This item should include promoting usage of public transit and worker reduced transit 
passes as well as video conferencing. 

Section or Chapter: MM-EN 20 

Page: 3.5-38 

Comment: This item should include promoting usage of public transit and worker reduced transit 
passes as well as video conferencing. 

Section or Chapter: Overall Section 

Page: Energy Section 

Comment: Goods movement impacts the environment and consumes energy. There is virtually no 
discussion of goods movement in the Energy Section. Specific items that should be included are: 

 Promote land use patterns that reduce truck traffic such as dedicated truck lanes to minimize 
idling on the freeway 

Promote electrification of trucks and rail 

Document: Draft 2008 RTP EIR 3.7 Hazardous Materials 

Section or Chapter: MM-HM.2 
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Page:

Comment: SCAG shall encourage the USDOT, the Office of Emergency Services, and Caltrans to 
continue to conduct driver safety training programs and encourage the private sector to continue 
conducting driver safety training. 

This measure is vague in how SCAG shall encourage these training sessions.  More information or 
specifics should be added. 

Section or Chapter: MM-HM.3 

Page:

Comment: SCAG shall encourage the USDOT and the CHP to continue to enforce speed limits and 
existing regulations governing goods movement and hazardous material transportation. 

This measure is vague in how SCAG shall encourage these training sessions.  More information or 
specifics should be added.  What authority does SCAG have of CHP to ensure they are doing their 
jobs?

Section or Chapter: MM-HM.4 

Page:

Comment: Prior to approval of any RTP project, the Lead Agency for each individual project shall 
consider existing and known planned school locations when determining the alignment of new 
transportation projects and modifications to exiting transportation facilities. 

 This measure should include some type of “buffer requirement” if there is a potential 
problem.

Section or Chapter: MM-HM.5 

Page:

Comment: Prior to approval of any RTP project, the project implementation agency shall consult all 
known databases of contaminated sites and undertake a standard Phase I Environmental Site 
Assessment in the process of planning, environmental clearance, and construction for projects 
included in the 2008 RTP. If contamination is found the implementing agency shall coordinate clean 
up and/or maintenance activities. 

This measure calls for the implementing agency to coordinate the clean up.  If the site is private 
property, then the property owner(s) should be responsible for the clean up.

Document: Draft 2008 RTP EIR 3.8 Land Use 

Section or Chapter: Residential 

Page: 3.8-2 

Comment: The document should define what SCAG considers low, medium and high density 
residential development. 
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On pages 3.8-3 and 3.8-4 there are references to maps but the maps are not present in this section 
of the document or commented on where they could be located within the document.  Without the 
maps included in the document no comments could be made at this time. 

Section or Chapter: Institutional 

Page: 3.8-4 

Comment: The U.S. Naval Weapons Center located in Norco was not listed. 

Section or Chapter: MM-LU.1 

Page: 3.8-11 thru 3.8-12 

Comment: SCAG should work with the subregions as well as the cities and counties to provide 
them with updated general plans. 

Section or Chapter: MM-LU.3 

Comment: SCAG should keep their purview limited to the RTP and not ensure that local 
jurisdictions are consistent with their own general plans.  The phrase suggest that general plans
should be removed from this statement. 

Section or Chapter: MM-LU.6 
SCAG shall provide planning services to local governments through Compass Blueprint 
Demonstration Projects.  These projects will help local jurisdictions: 

Develop specific plans, zoning overlays and other planning tools to enable and stimulate 
desired land use changes within 2% Strategy Opportunity Areas 

This statement suggests that SCAG could act as a consultants on these planning documents.  
SCAG should avoid developing specific plans and overlay districts for local jurisdictions and should 
provide input during the development of general plans, specific plans and overlay districts.  The 
same holds true with SCAG completing an economic analysis on plans. 

Section or Chapter: MM-LU.10 and .11 
10- Local governments should provide for new housing consistent with state housing law to 
accommodate their share of the forecasted regional growth. 

11- Local governments should adopt and implement General Plan Housing Elements that 
accommodate the housing need identified through the RHNA process.   Affordable housing should 
be provided consistent with the RHNA income category distribution adopted for each jurisdiction. 

These two policies seem to state the same objective that jurisdictions should implement the RHNA 
housing allocation into their housing elements.  Number 11 is more descriptive in what the 
intensions are regarding housing.  Suggest that the mitigation measure number 10 be deleted. 

Document: Draft 2008 RTP EIR 3.11 Population, Housing and 
Employment.

Section or Chapter:
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Page: Page: 3.11-8 

Comment: Remove text after the comma from the last sentence of the fourth paragraph.  It is 
repeated in the first sentence of the next paragraph. 

Section or Chapter:

Page: 3.11-9 

Comment: The second sentence in the second paragraph under the Impacts and Mitigation 
Measures should be rephrased or suggest removing the word transportation from the sentence. 

Section or Chapter: Impact 3.11-1 

Page: 3.11-10 

Comment: WRCOG would liked to reiterate its concern with the Plan growth forecast (Policy 
Forecast in the RTP) of moving population, households and employment from the inland counties 
into the coastal counties when compared to the No Project growth forecast.  This is not a realistic 
possibility and the RTP does not show what the funding adjustment will be to the inland counties.  
With the reduction of population, tax and fee revenues will decline and the ability to construct the 
infrastructure designated in the RTP for the inland counties maybe impacted.  This would then lead 
to question if the RTP is fiscally constrained under the Plan. 

SCAG should revisit the 2004 RTP Plan alternative that maintained the county population, 
household and employment levels but redistributed the growth to the existing urban areas of the 
counties.  It emphasized the use of infill and refill development and higher densities in these areas.  
This increase in densities would then make the investment into transit more viable and become a 
greater possibility for implementation. 

Under the Plan current transit investments for the inland counties would not realize their potential 
become a losing proposition for a longer period of time than was initially calculated. 

Section or Chapter: MM-POP.1 

Page: 3.11-11 

Comment:
The mitigation measure should mention what methods will be used to assist member agencies, 
specifically jurisdictions, on how they can implement SCAG growth strategies at the local level. 

There seems to be a disconnect between the RTP and the EIR when it comes to the HSRT for 
freight.  The RTP discusses using technology that would allow the HSRT to use existing railroad 
tracks but the EIR mentions construction of elevated tracks to reduce the removal of homes and 
businesses.  The RTP or EIR does not describe which system is to be used or if it is a combination 
of grade and elevated track or two separate systems, one for high-speed passenger trains and one 
for high-speed freight. 

Suggest removing the word considerable from the last sentence in the second paragraph on page 
3.11-13.

Mitigation Measure to consider. 
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Businesses that are not displaced by new facilities but are disrupted by construction of facilities 
should be compensated for lost revenue.  Construction can impact business to the point that lost 
income will force the closer of that business. 

Document: Draft 2008 RTP EIR 3.11 Population, Housing and Employment.

Section or Chapter: Comparison With The No Project 
Page: 3.11-13 

Comment: The comparison of the Plan and No Project does not consider the lost revenues in sale 
taxes and fee programs when the shift in population, households and employment.  This reduction in 
revenues could result in fewer facilities from being constructed in areas that would lose protential 
funds due to the shifting of significant growth to other subregions. 

As stated previously the RTP should use the Baseline Growth Forecast for all modeling purposes 
and disregard the Policy Growth Forecast from future analyses or be used only in an advisory form.  
SCAG should continue to develop the Infill Growth Alternative from the 2004 RTP which 
concentrated growth in existing urban areas and limited growth in the rural areas.  This concept 
should be maintained and continually refined instead of creating a completely new and unrealistic 
growth alternative. 

Document: Draft 2008 RTP EIR 3.12 Public Services and Utilities 

Section or Chapter: General Comment 

Page:

Comment: The 2006 diversion number for the state is 56%. 

Section or Chapter: MM-PS.5 

Page:

Comment: The construction contractor shall work with the respective County’s Recycling 
Coordinator to ensure that source reduction techniques and recycling measures are incorporated 
into project construction. 

This measure should say “local government” Recycling Coordinator instead of “County’s” Recycling 
Coordinator.

Section or Chapter: MM-PS-.8 

Page:

Comment: Project implementation agencies shall discourage the siting of new landfills unless all 
other waste reduction…. 

The measure calls out the need for an undeveloped land buffer, but does not specify any 
recommendations for how many acres should be required. 

Section or Chapter: MM-PS.9 
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Page:

Comment: Project implementation agencies shall discourage exporting of locally generated waste 
outside of the SCAG region. Disposal within the county where the waste originates shall be 
encouraged as much as possible… 

The measure does not mention the County and City of Los Angeles commitment to closing their 
landfills and shipping their waste to other counties.  The measure calls for encouraging as much as 
possible but does not provide any explanation as to how that would occur. 

Section or Chapter: MM-PS.10 

Page:

Comment: Project implementation agencies shall adopt Zero Waste goals and practices and look 
for opportunities to voluntary actions to exceed the 50% waste diversion target. 

This measure is found under Impact 3.12-3 Construction necessary to implement 2008 RTP would 
affect the demand for solid waste services in the SCAG region.  There is no clear relevance to why 
this measure is listed. 

Section or Chapter: MM-PS.12 

Page:

Comment: Project implementation agencies shall develop ordinances that promote waste 
prevention and recycling such as: requiring waste prevention efforts at all large events and 
venues….

 This type of action has been implement by the California Integrated Waste Management 
Board through the passage and chaptering of SB 2176, Large Event and Large Venue Recycling 
Program.

This measure is found under Impact 3.12-3 Construction necessary to implement 2008 RTP would 
affect the demand for solid waste services in the SCAG region.  There is no clear relevance to why 
this measure is listed. 

Section or Chapter: Cumulative Impact 3.12-7 

Page:

Comment: Urbanization in the SCAG region will increase sustainability by 2035… 

This impact discusses landfill capacity.  It should also include a discussion on current pushes 
to ban alternative daily cover (ADC) which if successful will put millions of tons of undesirable 
greenwaste into the market.  The Riverside County Waste Management Department 
completed a report on the greenwaste markets in the region and determined that due to 
increased regulation, there was not enough infrastructure or capacity to accommodate this 
material.
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In addition to the above discussion, there needs to be added verbiage on the closing of Puente Hills 
landfill and how that material will be distributed throughout the region. This is not only solid waste 
but ADC as well. 

Section or Chapter: MM-PS.25 

Page:

Comment: SCAG shall encourage projects to reuse and recycle construction and demolition waste. 

This measure is vague in how SCAG shall encourage project to reuse and recycle but more 
information or specifics should be added. 

Section or Chapter: MM-PS.26 

Page:

Comment: SCAG shall encourage methane recovery in local landfills and wastewater treatment 
plants to generate electricity. 

This measure is vague in how SCAG shall encourage project to reuse and recycle but more 
information or specifics should be added. 

Document:  Draft 2008 RTP PEIR 3.15 Water Resources 

Section or Chapter: General Comment 

Page: 3.15-8 

Comment:  The description of the San Jacinto Watershed is incomplete.  The following more 
accurately depicts the San Jacinto Watershed. 

The San Jacinto Watershed covers over 700 square miles, starting in the San Jacinto Mountains, 
running westerly through Canyon Lake and ending in Lake Elsinore. This watershed provides 
drinking water and recreational opportunities to much of Riverside County. 

Section or Chapter: MM-W.12 

Page: 3.15-42 

Comment: MM-W.12 states that “Treatment and control features such as detention basins, 
infiltration strips, and other features to control surface runoff and facilitate groundwater recharge …” 

This section should include the use of pervious concrete and asphalt, when and where appropriate. 

Section or Chapter: MM-W.35

Page: 3.15-50 

Comment: Item MM-W.35 discusses developers and local governments’ roles in promoting the use 
of xeriscaping and weather-based irrigation systems. Absent from the discussion is an item on 
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working with local retailers and vendors to promote the availability of drought resistant landscaping 
options and providing literature on where these can be purchased.  

Section or Chapter: MM-W.35
Page: 3.15-50 

Comment: When and where appropriate the usage of reclaimed water should also be expanded 
especially for use in median landscaping and hillside landscaping.  
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